picture that emerges about the somewhat elusive Aaronides by the excellent recent article by H.-J. Fabry, "Zadokiden und Aaroniden in Qumran". 6 There Fabry offers an overview over and analysis of the complex evidence on the priesthood as it emerges from various strands in the Hebrew Bible such as the Deuteronomistic History, the Priestly work, the Book of Ezekiel, the Chronicler to the Greek Bible, Ben Sira and
Qumran. With reference to the scrolls he rightly emphasizes the way in which references to the sons of Aaron the priests vastly outnumber references to the sons of Zadok the priests. 7 I agree with a great deal of what he has to say but wish to add some further nuances to this ongoing debate. In particular this article is intended to respectfully contradict his conviction that, "Die Regelliteratur lässt uns keine inhaltlichen und konzeptionellen Unterschiede [with respect to Aaronides and Zadokites] mehr wahrnehem." 8 In what follows I will argue that despite the fact that both traditions co-exist in some sources, we are in a position to trace a trajectory of development in the rule texts and beyond. The topic of this investigation seems a fitting one in a Festschrift for Florentino García Martínez who has written on the ways in which the priests in the Qumran community continued to undertake priestly functions in a community that did not participate in the temple cult.
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In order to form as full a picture as possible, I have considered all the references to the sons of Aaron and the sons of Zadok in the scrolls. Before looking at the evidence, it is worth noting that I have left out of consideration the references to a priest or priests that do not supply a reference to their genealogical descent. I have argued elsewhere recently that a number of passages that speak of incipient communal life in a smallscale context lack concern for the genealogical descent of the priest(s), i.e. 1QS 6:2-4 and 1QS 8:1. 10 Both of these passages share with some of the material discussed below an emphasis on priestly authority in the community without any expressed concerns for the kind of priest required.
Finally, a number of scholars have argued -frequently in the days before the complex evidence of the 4QS manuscripts had become available -that there is no issue to debate since 'sons of Zadok' and 'sons of Aaron' are simply synonyms for one and the same entity. 11 This view seems unlikely to me. As we will see, the full range of passages also indicates that there are contexts in which only one of the two sets of terms are employed which points towards a subtle difference in the use of the terminology. 12 In what follows I hope to draw up a profile of the occurrences of both sets of terms.
The Damascus Document
The Admonition of this text never refers to the sons of Aaron. Noteworthy, however, are repeated references to the people as a whole in terms of 'Aaron and Israel' both in contexts describing communal origins (cf. 13 The text appears to be corrected from "fallen from the truth" to "was thrown from the peoples", cf. J.
M. Baumgarten, Qumran Cave 4. XIII. The Damascus Document (4Q266-273) (DJD 18; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1996), 51. The latter would correspond more closely with the interest of this passage in gentiles. By contrast, the reference to someone who has diverted from the truth has a more restricted ring to it and is reminiscent of the penal code as noted by Baumgarten, Qumran Cave 4. XIII, 51.
14 The term counsel/council is interesting since it is a key term in the Community Rule where is describes one of the central elements of fellowship of community members. However, the reference to "Israel" immediately before the reference to the sons of Aaron seems to indicate that we are still in a national context of Israel and the nations as in a number of earlier references. On this issue see also García Martínez, "Priestly Functions", 314-315. In contrast to the emphasis placed here, García
Martínez examines these laws against a community-internal rather than national backdrop.
reconstructed, the preserved text in the lines that follow leaves little doubt that this part of the catalogue deals with priestly dues. Work. 18 In any case, it seems clear that both in the 'mixed passage' in 4Q266 5 i and in the Admonition 'sons of Zadok' is the preferred terminology. Noteworthy, moreover, is the community specific background of both references. In the 'mixed passage' the references to the overseer and the maskil in nearby lines make this clear.
In CD 3-4 'sons of Zadok' refers not to the priests, in particular, but apparently to the community as a whole. 19 In short, it seems to me quite clear, that we may observe a distinctive use of the terminology 'sons of Aaron' in the Damascus Document, namely in non-community-specific contexts with reference to traditional priestly duties and rights.
The Community Rule
Before turning to references to the sons of Aaron, it is worth noting that not unlike the A similar picture emerges from the second passage I wish to focus on, namely 1QS The emphatically placed adverb 'only' seems to imply that there was scope for disagreement in some circles.
In sum, the Community Rule, which in parts of its textual history is well-known for promoting the authority of the sons of Zadok over against 'the many' (esp. the early parts of 1QS 5) 23 , also contains two important passages where several manuscripts community-specific realm (note especially the reference to a written record of the hierarchical make-up of the community). However, rather than employing this language to refer to the role of the sons of Aaron as figures of authority the present passage is concerned with the make-up of the community in real or ideological terms.
Since they are the first of the four groups referred to here, their preeminent place in the community is nevertheless evident. 
4Q265 Miscellaneous Rules olim Serekh

Temple Scroll
The picture is rather similar when we turn to the Temple Scroll. In sum, the Temple Scroll falls clearly within the large group of texts that employ sons of Aaron terminology in a non-community-specific sense emphasizing their traditional cultic duties. Again, this text never employs sons of Zadok language.
4Q174 Florilegium 62
of Israel and Aaron. 64 This interpretation has been questioned by Steudel who thinks of a phrase 'Israel and Aaron' to describe the make-up of the community as attested, e.g., also in CD 1. 65 Also reminiscent of D and S is the reference to the sons of Zadok in 4Q174 1-2 i 17 66 in a passage interpreting Ezek 37:23. 67 We saw above that Ezek 44 was interpreted in the Damascus Document (cf. CD 3:20-4:4) with reference to various phases in the community's emergence. 4QFlorilegium is thus closely aligned with those texts that speak of the make-up of the community both in terms of 'Israel and Aaron' and in terms of the sons of Zadok, the latter inspired by Ezekiel, in particular the Admonition of the Damascus Document.
4Q390 Apocryphon of Jeremiah C e
4Q390 is one of six manuscripts of 4QApocryphon Jeremiah C published by Devorah Dimant. 68 One of the characteristic features identified by Dimant is that the composition seems to speak of events known from the scriptures in the past tense, whereas non-scriptural Second Temple period events and the eschatological period are referred to in the future tense, as is the case in the passage to be considered below. 71 The fragmentary passage that is of immediate relevance for our present enquiry occurs in 4Q390 1:2-3 and forms part of an historical overview of the Second Temple period. 72 The period is presented in deuteronomistic style as a cycle of wrongdoing and punishment referring to a seventy year period of priestly rule. 73 The present The context in this particular fragment and in the text as a whole is clearly national and cultic.
The remaining references to Aaron in the scrolls occur in historical, scriptural, and exegetical contexts and will not need to be considered here. Earlier still Liver had rightly highlighted the way in which the sons of Zadok are allocated "primarily not cultic but didactic functions" and "the lack of allusion to any ritual function of the sons of Zadok the priests in these prefatory phrases is ample evidence that their unique place among the priesthood as a whole, lay not in the cultic sphere.," "Sons of Zadok the Priests", 6, see also 28-30.
contexts. 81 Morevoer, we noted that a number of passages dealing with the earliest forms of communal life lack interest in the geneological background of the priestly leadership altogether (cf. 1QS 6:2-4 and 1QS 8:1). 82 There has been a considerable amount of scholarly interest in the equally complex portrayal of the sons of Aaron in the Hebrew Bible. 83 I am particularly intrigued by the way in which the evidence of the scrolls, which goes back to a later period, seems to mirror the complexity of the Hebrew Bible. The impression one gets is that the developments that left their mark on the Bible are coming around in further waves in writings of a later time. 84 I hope to have shown that despite the complexity of the evidence a certain trajectory can be traced based on the use of sons of Aaron terminology across a varied spectrum of non-biblical texts from the corpus of the scrolls.
